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ABSTRACT ' i 

A review o^ the literature Reveals that the knowledge 
professors of educational administration disseminate is not used^in 
administrator . preparation programs. This holds true both in the 
design of programs and in the use of specific methodologies in the 
management of the ' programs. The . implementation of a range of 
management technologies, preferably by students within the programs, 
is one leans of increasing the use of research knowledge in training 
programs. This would also increase program efficiency, enhance 
professor sensitivity, and enrich student experience, ^opirical 
studies could provide the foundation for research about program 
effectiveness. Both school systems and departments of educational 
adminis.tratioh, as human systems, are appropriate subjects for the 
application of behe^vioral science approaches, and, to .the extent that 
similar Variables are inherent in both. school systems and departments 
of educational administration, the discovery of similar variables by 
means of behavioral science approaches may \|ltimately facilitate the 
transfer of learning across system boundaries. It seems likely that 
the programs^ that make optimal use of knowledge will be the most 
_su€-ee ssf ul . "(Author/IRT) 
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ADMINISTRATOR PREPARATION PROGRAMS 
AS KNOWLEDGE UTILIZERS 

Paula F. Silver ' ' 
University Council for Educational Administration 

The title of this paper bears-the unfortunate implication that available 
knolwedge about educational administration is, indeed, utilized in preparation 
programs for educational administrators. My intent, however, is to indicate some 
aspects of such programs in which available knowledge is distinctly underutilized 
or unutilized. Specifically, the available conceptual and empirical knowledge 
about educational organizations haS been strikingly disregarded in the manage- 
ment, thi design, and the study of training programs a condition which might 
I 

well contribute to the continuing, if rfot growing, credibility gap between 
practitioners and professors. 

The: Concise Edition of Wcbsterjs Jew World Dicti^onary provides a conven- 
ient definition of knowledge as a "range of information, awareness, understanding 
For purposes of this paper, then,' "knowledge" will be interpreted to refer to 
empirical data such as results from research, technical or interpersonal skill 
such as is acquired from experience, and theoretical frameworks or LO;Kcptualiza- 
tions by which experience might be understood. 

With this definition in mind, a review of tne lil.>.nhjrc aNout preparation 
(..rc.fjr.iMS, as reporLtd below., v.'d'i, undertaken, [he 1 i L..r -l^ire , by Us c, is, ions if 
not by its content, suggested ways in which some of thfknowledge that is 
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disseminated by professors might be utilized by them for the improvement 
of the very programs in which they . function, especially for the manage- 
me-it, design, and study of these training programs. Illustrations of 
specific applications of available knowledge follow the "Review of the 
Literature" section below and a conceptual-empirical foundation for an 
experimental program is. offered. 

« 

Review of the Literature 
The literature about preparation programs for educational administ»*a- 
tors can be divided roughly into two categories: the literature about the 
desig'n or content of such programs; and that in which studies of preparation 
pr6gram,s are projected or reported. Within the former category are included 
'selections about total programs as well as selections about such specific 
aspects of programs as recruitment, the internship, or particular instructional 
.methods. The latter category consists of explorations of the persons and 
content of preparation programs. - 

1 iteraturg_About^Procjr am Design 

The literature about the design or content of preparation programs also 
fall roughly into two categories: that in which intuition or speculation serve 
as the basis for reVornmendcd program design; and that in which attempts were rr,ade 
to incorpordte conceptuy or empirical knowledge in recommended proyrdm design 

and content. \^ 

Prior to 1970, ,-.ost dTscu<->sanLS of [jrogram d 'Sign used sets of assumptions 
about ddminSlrdLive proccs^L'S or .functions in ofijcation (Culbortson, 1963; 
llcncley, 1963; Wcngcrt, 1962; H..rlf.v, I'^h/.) and the conLnxt of adniinistrdtive 
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practice (Boyan. 1963; Lortie. 1962; Reller, 1962; Walton, 1962; Cunningham 
and Nystrand. 1969) or ideals about administrators' attributes (Culbertson. 
1962; Willower, 1964) as the bases for deducing the recommended content 
of preparation programs. Many of these sets of administrative activities or 
environmental conditions represent the informed thinking of learned professors 
rather than taxonomies of. processes and conditions o- theoretical frameworks 
for the design of training programs. As displayed in a convenient summary 
outline by Nagle (1969, p. 63-4), the various sets of assumptions about 'he 
processes and context of administration showed not much comparability. 

One implicit assumption apparently underlying all of this early litera- 
ture was that the presentation of subject matter -- i.e., organizational theories 
and information about specific processes or technologies - automatically 
results in. learning. In the literature of the 1960's, in other, words, the 
knowledge about organizational structure and process which was to be taught in 
educational administration courses was not explicitly linked to the structure 
and 'processes of preparation programs themselves. 

A Kiarked change in the literature about preparation programs can be noted 
in the literature of the 1970's. While less prone to deal with total program 
design and more likely to focus upon particular aspects of preparation pro- 
grams, recent authors hove tended to emphasize the applications of theoretical 
or empirical knowledge to the design of particular program elements. Hughes and 
Tanner (1970), for example, explained the use of Bayesian statistics and other 
research tools in the dc'vel npment of an evaluation of a si.ocial preparation pro- 
gram; Kuin',u7 and 1 .tz (19/3) describnd the use of communication theory in the 
design of int.r„snip pro.,r.:.,s , Gaynor and Duvall (1973) as well as Van Meter 
(l-j/3) u'M,.d cM'stu.j knu.'.^:'!je to ..1 ir.itc particular i nst.-u. tional thodo- 
Ir.gis'S; r.arriiUojx d.-'ccribod a Managpmont i3y Obj.ntives a,.proach 



to the design of internships; and March (1973) used conceptualizations of 
"organized anarchies," a context of decline, and comparative advantages of 
universities, along with data about management behavior, as bases for 
recommending the teaching of five specific analytical skills. 

Recent selections about total program design are similarly 
differentiated from the writings of the 1960's: recent authors have been 
more likely to address the utilization of specific domains of knowledge, 
Hatley and Miskel (1973), for example, used systems theory as the basis 
for initial and continuing program revision; Pohland and Blood (1973) 
developed a taxonomic base for the design of a complete preparation program; 
and Evan (1973) identified specific sociological, organizational, and 
systems concepts, as well as an experimental research design, as the founda- 
tion for ^ recommended experi^.ental preparation program. 

Promising as this trend may be, if one values the use of knowledge 
in an endeavors including the design of preparation programs, recent writings 
mark the very first halting steps. The recent authors used very strictly de- 
limited bodies of knowledge -- far less knowledge than is available to us -- 
and their writings are in the realms of untried recoM.ienda tions or untested 
practices. As Farquhar and Piele (19/3) said of the literature they reviewed, 
"the ,ia;urity of sra ''j^L-nts are relatively imprecise and 'j.'noral . There is 
i;uch repetition of broad platitudes, but little nxplicit analysis of trends 
and needs (p. 55) . " 

1. 1 tcra ! iji-e About 1 he 'I'idy of Prejt ,i;,is 

Tiic studif. of pr.',.aratiwn ,.r .;'jr,' i,>, ■!<) '-'t ,i,,p(_ar :u :,c lullowing 

a si,.iilar : nd '>>.:,in\ in.rfiMd ".-'l-.j.' i : . all but two of !h.e 

,,',,urti'd Mudi-s are m the survey i>".dp, and, jhile '',>■■ two r^ m ' ^! ■r.'-ory- 
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based studies (Stemhoff and Bishop, 1973; Bernstein, 1974) were under- 
taken recently, other recent studies have been predominantly in the survey 
mode (Campbell and Newell, 1973; Sims, 1970; Kline and Munsterman, 1974 
and 1975), and additional surveys are projected •.^^ao.JjTstrument is currently 
being prepared for a survey of preparation pro^fams in the United States; 
analyses of the data in the UCEA-CORPS data bank at Purdue, exclusively 
survey data, will be undertaken during 1975, 1976, and 1977. Illustrative 
of the numerous surveys of preparation programs in educational administra- 
tion are the UCEA (1973) study of "The Preparation and Certification of 
Educational Administrators," and the AASA (1965) "Study of Graduate Programs of 
Preparation for Superintendents of Schools." 

It is clear, from a review of the studies of preparation programs, 
that most of the theoretical or conceptual bases upon which productive 
studies of school systems or administrative behavior have been founded, though 
probably applicable to the study of preparation programs, have not been 
utilized in the study of such programs. It follows that many research .,ethodo- 
logies, also extolled for their efficacy in the j; i.r-ration of e,i;pincal know- 
lodge, have likewise been disregarded in the study of preparation programs. 
We continue to L,e inundated witn torrents of urvcy data, ..iwch of it of -m.h 
dojbtful validity ^nat it is s,nall wonder the recoiitneadati ons flowing from 
cuch studies nre rarely, if ever, ir.pl c.entod . As Far^jhar ana P,ele (1^73) 
.nr.N.d .It, "A,,j,.n.r,tly, ,ru.jra,i: d^siyiers m-i;Me...;o v-.^v tro sf.dy of 
, „d ■■...[. .'r; .'j,.;,'iion wit.n jirf-pora lory pro'^ra/s ,r, i-jii i.e .lms of 
i.'-^ )l.irly • ■ ' Jor ( . ^6) . " 
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Knowledge Utilization in Preparation Programs 

Knowledge Utilizat i on in Program Management 

On the subject of the management or administration of prep- 
aration programs for educational administrators, there appears to be 
no literature whatsoever. From the total absence of such references, one 
rr.ight assume hopefully, erroneously that such progrdms are hardly 
managed at all 1 But perhaps a safer assumption would be that the management 
of preparation programs is not characterized by the systematic, intentional 
utilization of available knowledge about the administration of educational 
organisations. This, then, might be the most suitable starting point for 
discussion of ways in which available knowledge could beneficially be 
applied within preparation programs. 

Courses in educational administration frequently concern technologies 
to which students are exposed and whicti students are exhorted to employ. 
Yet, 111 the available literature, no programs are cited in which such 
technologies are applied to the design, implementation, or development of 
c3'^.::n'nistrator training. Such planning technologies as Planning-Programming- 
Bud^jeting Systems, 0[)C:rations Rcsoarch, Delphi, or force analysis (See 
Culbertson, 19/3), for f^xample, do not appear to have been utilized as a 
jMS of p'rinnin<'j ^w'^r-cj rati on programs. 

A i^Pr^-":':0 ,)ie myht suffice to illustrate the absence of techno- 
K.jy in pro^jrarri n.-irM jciuont . The very image of professors pr(-''aring diaries 
r.;r a j;rojra,n \ i<!'jet, or o:/,f-,ui('a^ ly vui^-itting li.ts of 'CtivL-'b for 
d i-, ar'. "n^al "'irM'^ \^:rl Zy Ooj^-r lives is al.uust l^o luiierjus to eon- 
N j^ljto. / rfi.i, ^ ''jf s'Of"'. value Ll.eir , JJ.tMr /, n^d Incir 

,r - A\' • 0 a r. tii lit lo su. h .!'>. ri["ii,>s . rs .md 

, . ,M ' ' t I'.'jr^., . .r ^,lar val>ji"s, m-m.I .'jj:valent rcMur.-.t'. fro.r 

ERLC 

hfiiinniiinrfTiaaiia 
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their superordi nates. It would seem, therefore, that attempts to apply 
PPBS-MBO technologies to preparation programs themselves would reveal 
some shortcomings of these popular catchword technologies and, at very 
least, sensitize professors to the real problems moral and operational 
of implementation. 

To my knowledge, refined Management Infonnation Systems regarding 
professors, students, or alumni, such as could De used for the rational, 
efficient allocation of human resources in terms of specialized know'^edge, 
interests, and skills, to not exist within preparation programs; nor do 
computer-based Flexible Modular Schedules, hierarchically differentiated 
staff, cost/effectiveness measures or, indeed, any of the other popular, 
or even unpopular, technologies. 

From at least two perspectives, apart from the increased sensitization 
of professors, the application of administrative skills (technical know- 
ledge) to the management of preparation programs would have beneficial 
(■ffects: first, the programs themselves mignt be more efficiently and 
effectively conducted, becond, students would enjoy r.^icwed belief Inat 
tnrir , .r-,tors do, after all, know how to administer an cducatu.n.,1 ur._.ani/a- 
tion and tnat the techniques lauded in the textbooks work to '.-re a.lvcintaye. 
If, furL':. r.^ore, the students themselves were encouraged to i^uli .'-nt 
various t e^nnol j.j u-o within the dcpartuont of udu< ational ad.ii m stra tion, 
tne benefits of "^^irM■:g by ioiii'j" (See Rownoy on .in "ucti on-'- 1 u^iy approach", 
p. 'ind tr.. u''t-p,:..' .••/'.ho- 'L.tor di,,cnMon of Ir...: i; .-.."iW 



I li-eiy 



'. .ised. 



In ,-,.,r.r.h ,r, ...11, T.- . ;u,,.pts, thuuri.--, .(,1 , ..■t.odol oj , . .s >o'r.,d 
w,,„,n .,. ...iratr.n :mv ,r..,s oul.i '„ell be a,,plied to studies uf f'.e , ro.,r.;.is 



gj^i^- wii^Mifi ,.■ ,>ardtr.n pro jC-hls coul.i ',;e^l 
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themselves. Surely, studies of departments of educational admimstra- 
tion as learning systems, as economic or political phenomena, as decision 
structures, compliance structures, communication networks, open systems, 
dnd numerous other types of entities would yield profound as well as 
practical knowledge about professional preparation in education (See Silver, 
1975). 

Since the 1950's, when the "theory movement" began to predominate 
the tniRkirig about administrator training, a broad range of theoretical 
frameworks, conceptualizations, .*nd research methodologies has been borrowed 
fro.;i the various behavioral sciences and applied to the study of school 
syMe,:;s and .d,T,i ni strators (See Culbertson et aj . , 1 973). So productive 
has tne "theory movement" been in generating knowledge about school organiza- 
i.cns and providing new perspectives on human behavior in school organiza- 
tions that the relative absence of social science perspectives or methodologies 
in .ne study of preparation programs spcnis quite reuiarkabl e . In addition 
10 knowing how -any students are .idi.ULed to progr.ris, the adniissions 
criteria, the litl.s .f content of u.ursos, tne ..a mcteri st ,cs of professors, 
,nd U,e like, .oul 1 I .11 ..ovenny wh.t pr^ ..r.tion pro.ra is are, ' ow 
functv.n. .nd w',y ' .-y f.."'tir.n -ss they do. 

A f. • ,,yMfl.i; : . "."'t 'iTv. 10 ill^jstnte f ': r.^.V-s of 

^,,;,„_-, ,/ .,1 i,r . tn.it rould 'j^ ".''d W,to>jfi the 

.,n .,f > ■ :v , .1 . : '..nwl. '^iC (^> ^K.^liMil ..r.d r.,,,,incal) to 

' ■ . ' .r,y of . ri .1 '■ : 

1 . . ^ ■ ,1", . , . ■ .■ 1 ' .r, ,..-1' 



I : f 1 M of 
. "it 
i of 
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2 What are the organizational structures of departments of 
educational administration? What are their commumcation and 
decision-making patterns? How complex are they in structure?^What 
are the power or compliance relationships within department- r 

3 How do departments of educational administration respond to 
external forces? With what policies, tactics, or strategies 
do departments respond to environmental inputs? What are the 
characteristics of environments of departments, and how do 
inputs occur? 

4 How do professors of educational administration behave vis a vis^ 
their students? What are the types and contexts of professor- 
student interactions? What needs, values, attitudes, beliefs, 
and ideologies of professors and students are related to various 
interaction styles and outcomes? 

The kind of research suggested here seems to be a prerequisite for 
attempts to i~?rove preparation programs; for until we know what the programs 
are and what effects their various dimensions have on students, we can 
hardly be guiaed by anything more substantive than speculation, aspiration, 
and intuition in the improvement of programs . ^.i larly, attempts to 
acquire knowledge about the effects of preparation on administrator perform- 
ance wou^d hav'e to follow such research as is suggested here; for unless 
we know something about the relevant dimensions of training prograns, 
we hove no variables to which to relate post-jraduate adnn nistr.it we 
pecfonnance. 

djc Utilization m Prjjra.a D^^sijn 
ulili/ation of l-Po,vl-u.jC in ;nc cie.iyn of ^jrciMMit.un ,r , cx- 
^.jpt ds r.iy be inforinod by o.ipirical data in the future, is a ^ -ore ->lusive 
..id(.iv.;r. Tur one t'ling, il v-.pUvs cxperiL.cnMtion, an ir,r,<,Kt, ■• ^'.^ve, 
,,nd ri,-/ ..n;urt> tr.ai .nidils voxin.j/'ettiical . 1 i . >i!.'^i .^ility 
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the soundness of our knowledge and, possibly, controlling mechanisms 
which preclude rigorous inquiries about our knowledge and practices. 
Nevertheless, if we expect students to apply knowledge to the analysis 
and design of educational systems, and if we intend them to modify their 
behavior, wc should probably be willing to do the same. 

Without asserting that we have sufficient knowledge about all the 
relevant dimensions of administrator preparation in education, one could 
maintain that there are more domains of knowledge relevant to administr-»- 
tor training than we currently use with premeditation in preparation pro- 
grams. Knowledge about operant conditioning, socialization, and force fields 
would be illustrative: while these phenomena can be assumed to operate 
within educational administration departments, no systematic efforts appear 
to have been made to design situations in which these phenomena could more 
effectively enhance learning. Other conceptual knowledge, especially when 
supported by empirical data, could at least be incorporated in program 
design if not used as the foundation for program design. 

One additional example might illustrate the point .-lore fully. Thirteen 
y ars doo Culbertson ( 1062) projected an ideal of an ad,-i ni strator as a 

ircoptive goneralist," an individual who "wi'il f'ood a broadth of vision 
(p. 1S3;>" will nave "the capacity to fashion .ipprcipri ate relationships 

• : ...-en trie purposes ot the sc'iools .md the Gver-chanji ng society Ir/jy 
\^^ryQ (p. 154)," and will be able "to Iparn now fields of application 
>Vii.:^ly \M to rcl^Lo tr^Mn to soci.il .n^l tjiaraLional vuIjcs (p. 1^4)." 
>nllo;ser ii^i/l) latcT ruinforLfd this ii,ayo .N/ifn a ^ooti'ijtion of tfie .id- 

u,;%}f.i'.M' as a ^-.^rii'i^Livc -j^ni ral inI/' 0 .,su uT^^ns a Ihrorrtical 
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and tension between theory and pr?ctice"{p, 64);".and Miller (1967) 
expressed a desire to. promote the "scholar-practitioner" administrator. 
Recent research based on conceptual systems^ theory (Schroder et al-, 1957) . 
lends SMCh prc^OMnd support for this prophetic ideal that the training of ^• 
administration students to be such .indiviouals mi^t be within th^ >.aim 

of possibility. ^ > 

In research based upon. conceptual systems theory it has been found 
that individuals who have relatively high conceptualjevels of "integrative 
comp'flxi.ty,'" sometimes known as relational thinking, in the interpersonal 
domain of co'gnition exhibit characteristi(; behaviors; they exhibit "a 
tendency to remain cognizant of ambiguvt^y and open to new informa^on even 
after a decision has been reached (Sieber-and Lar .tta, 1964, .P- 637);" they 
demonstrate grbater breadth of category search for information (associated 
vfith ability to deal creatively with environment) than do individuals with 
simpler conceptual structures (Karlins, 1967); they tend to-be more confi- 
dent of their jJSgments of intongruent stimuli than those with les.er inte-. 
grative complexity (Bieri-, 1971); they are relatively more open to other 
people's perspectives and more able to change impressions of others as new 
infonnation becomes available (Schrodo^ 1971); and they tend to, be more . 
. cc : :unicative with others (Schroder, et "al . , 1967)'. Elementary school pr/n- 
cipals cnaract,erized by higher levels of integrative complexity were found 
to be more Person Oriented in leadershif, style and likely to be located in. 
,nore-con,plex interpersonal school settings (Silver, 19/5b),. In terms of , 
-theoretical knowledge and empirical data, in other words, it would appear 
that individuals with relativelfhigh -levels of cJncoptuaJ comp^x.ity.can 
actualize the "..rccpti ve gtncralist" ideal proj,. led in the 1960's. 
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Levels of conceptual complexity appear to be learned in the home 
enviror ent (Harvey, 1964),. the school enviV-onment (Schroder, et al-. 1973), 
or the college ment (Joyce arijd Weil, 1973). It would seem that we 

have sufficient theoretical and empirical knowledge to justify experimenta- 
tion wi.th administrator training prog?=ams designed to increase conceptual 
complexity of administrators. Programs incorporating efforts to increase 
integr^ive complexity of students would include: /lumerous complex problem- 
sol vin'g tasks, with appropria'te feedback; many leadership opportunities, 
-likewise with appropriate .feedback; a diversified and ambiguous 'environment 
-with ample opportunity to explore", sample, and test' one's abilities; encourage- 
ment of'divergbnce and di versitj", and challenging new instructional materials 
such as complex computer-based simulations and j nformation-rich multi-media 

• / 

simulations. 

Such a ^ogram has yet to be 'designed, studied, and rigorously tested. 
It represents, however, one of many possibl^xamples of potential knowledge 
utilization for the design of preparation programs in educational administra- 
tion. . 9 

Summary and Conclusion 
A review of the literature about preparation programs in educational ^ 
^ri,;iinistra-tion revealed that much of the knowledge which is disseminated 
by professors of- educational admini'Stration 1s not utilized within the training 
programs themselves. Ai regards the design of programs, for example, the litera 
ture of the 1960's contains no explicit applications of theoretical or 
empirical, Uc^vl edge to program design, and in tnorc recent articles one 
concoptual i'/dtion or tpchnology has generally b(^L-n opplie^d to one facet of 
program design. In the study of propara tion progranis , theoretical bases for 
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research and disciplined methodologies have rarely been applied, and 
there appears to be no trend toward increased knowledge utilization for • 
research. With regard to> the management of preparation, programs, there is » 
no literature whatsoever to inform assessments of the degree of knowledge 
utilized in thq administration of the programs. 

Because of the apparently minimal utilization of knowledge in the 
context of' training programs themsieVes, suggestions for increasing 
knowledge utilization were offered. The implementation of a range of Manage- 
ment technologies, preferably^ students within preparation programs, was 
suggested as a means of increasing program^ efficiency, enhancing professors' 
sensitivity, and enriching students' experiences. A series of theory-related 
questions was suggested as the bases for studies which would provide em- 
pirical foundations for research about progran> effectiveness . Finally, the 
application of knowledge to program desi^gn was suggested and one available 
domain of knowledge, conceptual systems theory, was offergd as illustrative 
of a foundation for an experimental preparation program. 

It should be noted that these suggestions are not intended to. imply 
• isomorphism bctwce^ public schools or school system^ and departments of 
educational adiiti ni stration. There are, however, two premises upon which the 
suggestions are based: both school systems and departments of educationa I ^■ 
administration, as human systems, are appropriate subjects for the application 
of behavioral '^gience approaches; to the extent that similar variables are 
"inherent to both school systems and departments of educatjonal administra- 
tion their discovery by means of behavioral science approaches may ultimately 
facilitate the transfer of learning across systein b-Bundarics. 

There is a fundainenta 1 di screp.incy , it sor-is ,. between the content of 
preparation prujrsPis and behavior wUhin those programs, between'the ideoldgy 
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of professors who espouse knowledge utili'zation and action on the part 
of those professors. This -discrepancy might contribute, directly and 
indirectly, to the current economic crisis with which departments of 
educational administration fire faced, for it minimizes efficiency, 
impedes data-based program development, and curtails rational program de- 
sign. It seems likely, therefore, that the preparation programs which make 
the most successful adaptations to changing environments over time will be 
those in which knowledge is optimally utilized in the future. 
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